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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Appellant Larry Lee Haynes appeals his sentences for various drug
crimes. The plea agreement unambiguously provided that if "Attor-
neys for the Government" determined that Haynes provided substan-
tial assistance, the Government would move for a downward
departure. Although Haynes provided some assistance, the Govern-
ment did not deem the assistance to be substantial, and
consequently
declined to file a USSG § 5K1.1* motion. Haynes claims that the
Government breached the plea agreement by failing to move for a
downward departure and that the district court erred by failing to
find
he provided the Government with substantial assistance. He also
claims that the district court erred by denying his motion to
continue
sentencing. Finding no error, we affirm.

A party alleging breach of a plea agreement bears"the burden of
proving the breach." United States v. Dixon , 998 F.2d 228, 230
(4th
Cir. 1993). While a district court generally cannot review the
Govern-
ment's refusal to move for a § 5K1.1 departure, review is
necessitated
if the defendant makes a "substantial threshold showing" that the
Government's decision was not rationally related to a legitimate
gov-
ernmental objective. Wade v. United States, 504 U.S. 181, 186
(1992). The threshold showing must transcend a mere recitation of
the
assistance provided by the defendant. Id. at 187.

Haynes fails to make a substantial threshold showing. Rather, he
merely offers a description of the extent of his assistance. As the
Supreme Court noted in Wade, "[a]lthough a showing of assistance is
a necessary condition for relief, it is not a sufficient one." Id.
at 187.
We also do not find that the district court abused its discretion
by
denying Haynes' motion to continue the sentencing hearing. See
United States v. Speed, 53 F.3d 643, 644 (4th Cir. 1995). Thus, we
affirm Haynes' sentences. We grant Appellant's motion to file a pro
se supplemental formal brief but find the claims raised therein to
be
without merit. We deny Haynes' motion for "Disclosure of Signed
_________________________________________________________________
*United States Sentencing Commission, Guidelines Manual, § 5K1.1
(Nov. 1995). Haynes was sentenced in December 1995.
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Grand Jury Concurrence Form." We dispense with oral argument
because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in
the
materials before the court and argument would not aid the
decisional
process.

AFFIRMED
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